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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40  CFR  Part  86 
[FRL  1438-8] 

Revised  Motor  Vehicle  Exhaust 
Standards  for  Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 
for  1981  Model  Year  Light-Duty 
Vehicles  for  Certain  Chrysler  Corp. 
Engine  Families 

agency:  Environmental  Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION:  Final  rule. 

summary:  This  regulation  establishes 
CO  emission  standards  for  1981  model 
year  light-duty  vehicles  belonging  to 
certain  Chrysler  Corporation  engine 
families  for  which  I  have  granted 
waivers  from  the  standard  otherwise 
applicable  under  section  202(b](5]  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  42  U.S.C.  7521(b)(5). 
EFFECTIVE  DATE:  March  31. 1980. 
addresses:  Information  relevant  to  this 
rule  is  contained  in  Public  Docket  En- 
79-19  at  the  Central  Docket  Section  of 
the  Environmental  Fh-otection  Agency 
(EPA),  Room  2903B.  401  M  Street.  S.W.,- 
Washington,  D.C.  20460  and  is  available 
for  review  between  the  hours  of  8:00 
a.m.  and  4:00  p.m.  As  provided  in  40 
CFR  Part  2,  a  reasonable  fee  may  be 
charged  for  copying  services. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Glenn  Unterberger,  Manufacturers 
Operations  Division  (EN-340),  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  401  M 
Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460, 
(202)  472-9421. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Section 
202(b)(1)(A)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (“the 
Act”),  42  U.S.C.  7521(b)(1)(A),  requires 
that  regulations  applicable  to  CO 
emission  from  light-duty  vehicles  or 
engines  manufactured  during  or  after  the 
1981  model  year  shall  contain  standards 
which  require  a  reduction  of  at  least  90 
percent  from  CO  emission  levels  * 
allowable  under  the  1970  model  year 
standards.  Regulations  implementing 
this  requirement  have  established  a  CO 
standard,  often  referred  to  as  the 
statutory  standard  for  CO,  of  3.4  grams 
per  vehicle  mile  (gpm). 

Section  202(b)(5)  of  the  Act  authorized 
the  Administrator,  on  application  of  any 
manufacturer,  to  waive  the  statutory  CO 
standard  for  the  1981  and  1982  model 
years  for  any  light-duty  vehicle  model 
regarding  which  the  Administrator  can 
make  certain  findings.  In  these  cases, 
the  Act  requires  substitute  CO 
standards  for  1981  and  1982  model  year 


light-duty  vehicles  as  discussed  below. 
Waiver  requests  considered  here  were 
submitted  by  Chrysler  Corporation 
(Chrysler).  The  statutory  criteria,  my 
determinations  regarding  the  criteria 
with  respect  to  the  vehicle  models 
covered  by  the  waiver  applications,  and 
my  decisions  to  grant  or  deny  the 
wavier  applications  appear  in  the 
consolidated  decision  published  above. 
In  that  decision,  I  granted  waivers 
coverifig  the  following  vehicle  models 
(engine  families  for  purposes  of  that 
decision)  for  the  1981  model  year  only: 

Manufacturer.  Engine  family 

Chryaler  Corporation .  2.2L 

2.6L 

5.2L/2V 

One  I  have  decided  to  grant  waiver 
applications  for  these  three  1981  model 
year  vehicle  models,  the  Act  requires 
that  I  simultaneously  promulgate 
regulations  adopting  emission  standards 
not  permitting  CO  emissions  from  1981 
model  year  vehicles  of  these  Chrysler 
models  to  exceed  7.0  gpm.  The  Act 
further  requires  that  I  promulgate 
regulations  establishing  these  standards 
no  later  than  60  days  after  I  receive  the 
waiver  application  in  question.  The 
public  has  received  an  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  waiver  applications  at 
issue,  and  I  have  considered  those 
comments  in  making-the  consolidated 
decision  which  requires  the 
promulgation  of  this  rule.  For  these 
reasons,  I  hnd  that  providing  notice  and 
opportunity  to  comment  on  this 
rulemaking  before  final  promulgation  is 
impracticable  and  unnecessary. 

Note. — ^The  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  has  determined  that  this  document 
does  not  contain  a  major  proposal  requiring 
preparation  of  an  economic  impact  analysis 
under  Executive  Orders  11821  and  11944  and 
OMB  Circular  A-107. 

In  addition,  because  the  decision 
accompanying  this  rulemaking  already  is 
based  on  a  detailed  analysis  indicating  that 
this  rulemaking  will  have  a  negligible  effect 
on  air  quality,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  has  not  prepared  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  to  accompany  this 
rulemaking  as  well. 

Dated:  March  11, 1980. 

Douglas  M.  Costle, 

Administrator. 

40  CFR  Part  86  is  amended  as  follows: 

Subpart  A— General  Provisions  for 
Emission  Regulations  for  1977  and 
Later  Model  Year  New  Light-Duty 
Vehicles,  1977  and  Later  Model  Year 
New  Light-Duty  Trucks  and  1977  and 
Later  Model  Year  New  Heavy-Duty 
Engines 

1. 40  CFR  86.081-8(a)(l)(ii)  is  revised 
to  read  as  follows: 


§  86.081-8  Emission  standards  for  1981 
and  iater  model  year  light-duty  vehicles. 
***** 

(a)  *  *  * 

(1)  *  *  * 

(ii)  Carbon  monoxide.  3.4  grams  per 
vehicle  mile  (2.11  grams  per  vehicle 
kilometer),  except  that  carbon  monoxide 
emissions  from  light-duty  vehicles  of  the 
following  1981  model  year  engine 
families  shall  not  exceed  7.0  grams  per 
vehicle  mile  (4.35  grams  per  vehicle 
kilometer): 


Manufacturer:  Engine  family 

American  Motors  Corporation .  151  CiO. 

Chrysler  Corporation .  2.2  liter. 

2.6  liter. 

5.2  Hter/ZV. 

General  Motors  Corporation .  3.8  liter/ 

231  CID- 
4V 

turbo¬ 

charged. 

Lotus  Cars.  Ltd .  2.0  liter. 

Toyo  Kogyo  Company,  Ltd .  91  CID. 

120  CID. 


(Sections  202  and  301(a)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act, 
as  amended,  42  U.S.C.  7521  and  7601(a)) 

[FR  Doc.  80-6402  Filed  3-16-80;  8:45  am] 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[FRL  1438-7] 

Requests  by  Chrysler  Corporation  for 
Waiver  of  Effective  Date  of  the  1981 
Model  Year  Carbon  Monoxide 
Emission  Standard  for  Light-Duty 
Motor  Vehicles— Fourth  Consolidated 
Decision  of  the  Administrator 

I.  Introfhiction 

I  am  issuing  this  decision  under 
section  202(b)(5)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as 
amended  (Act),  42  U.S.C.  7521(b)(5),  in 
response  to  Chrysler  Corporation’s 
renewed  requests  for  waiver  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  3.4  grams  per  mile 
(gpm)  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  emission 
standard  scheduled  to  apply  to  1981  and 
1982  model  year  light-duty  motor 
vehicles  and  engines. 

Section  202(b)(1)(A)  of  the  amended 
Act  establishes  a  schedule  for 
implementing  standards  applicable  to 
CO  emissions  for  1977  and  later  model 
year  light-duty  motor  vehicles  and 
engines.* The  1977  amendments  to  the 
Act  however,  included  a  new  provision 
authorizing  the  Administrator  of  the 


'  Regulations  have  established  a  general  CO 
standi  of  3.4  gpm  for  1981  and  later  model  year 
vehicles.  40  CFR  8e.081-a{aKi)(ii),  43  FR  37972 
(August  24. 1978). 

*  Section  202(b)(5)(c)  of  the  Act  provides,  in  part 
The  Adninistrator  may  grant  such  waiver  if  he 
finds  that  protection  of  the  public  health  does  not 
require  attainment  of  such  90  percent  reduction  for 
carbon  DMnoxide  for  the  model  years  to  which  such 
waiver  applies  in  the  case  of  such  vehicles  and 
engines  a^  if  he  determines  that — 

(i)  Such  waiver  is  essential  to  the  public  interest 
or  the  public  health  and  welfare  of  tlw  United 
States; 

(ii)  All  good  faith  efforts  have  been  made  to  meet 
the  standards  established  by  this  subsection; 

(iii)  The  applicant  has  established  that  effective 
control  technology,  processes,  operating  methods,  or 
other  alternatives  are  not  available  or  have  not 
been  available  with  respect  to  the  model  in  question 
for  a  sufficient  period  of  time  to  achieve  compliance 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  standards,  taking 
into  consideration  costs,  driveabiUty,  and  fuel 
economy:  and 

(iv)  Studies  and  investigations  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  conducted  pursuant  to 
subsection  (c)  and  other  information  available  to 
him  has  not  indicated  that  technology,  processes,  or 
other  alternatives  are  available  (within  the  meaning 
of  clause  (iii))  to  meet  such  standards. 

For  the  sake  of  simplicity,  this  decision  uses  the 
term  "technology”  to  encompass  each  of  the  items 
(i.e.  "technology  processes,  operating  methods,  or 
other  alternatives”)  listed  in  section  202(b)(5)(c)(iii) 
of  the  Act 


Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA), 
under  certain  limited  conditions,  to 
delay  for  up  to  two  model  years 
implementation  of  the  statutory  3.4  gpm 
CO  standard  scheduled  to  take  effect  for 
the  1981  model  year.*  These 
amendments  require  the  Administrator 
to  promulgate  standards  which  do  not 
permit  emissions  over  7.0  gpm  for 
vehicle  models  receiving  waivers.  * 

As  part  of  my  first  consolidated 
decision  on  CO  waiver  applications,  I 
considered  requests  fit)m  Chrysler  for 
two-year  waivers  for  eight  1981  model 
year  engine  families.*  In  that  decision,  I 
^ated  two-year  waivers  for  three  of 
those  families.  I  denied  Chrysler’s 
waiver  requests  for  its  2.6  liter  (L)  and 
5.2  L/2-Ventiui  (2V)  engine  families 
because  I  determined  that  effective 
control  technology  was  available,  even 
considering  costs,  driveability,  and  fuel 
economy,  to  enable  these  two  families 
to  meet  the  0.4  gpm  hydrocarbon  (HC), 
3.4  gpm  CO,  and  1.0  gpm  oxides  of 
nitrogen  (NOx)  emission  standards  by 
the  1981  model  year.*  I  also  denied 
waivers  for  Chiysler’s  2.2L,  5.2L/ 
Electronic  Fuel  Metering  (EFM)  and  5.9L 
engine  families  because  Chrysler 
supplied  insufficient  emission  test  data 
on  these  families  to  establish  that 
effective  CO  control  technology  was  not 
available  for  them. 

Chrysler  has  requested  that  I 
reconsider  my  decision  to  deny  its 
waiver  applications  for  the  2.2L,  2.6L, 
5.2L/2V,  and  5.2L/EFM  engine  families.* 
EPA  held  a  hearing  on  Ch^sler’s 
request  on  November  5, 1979.*  After 
considering  the  new  information  which 
Chrysler  has  submitted  or  which  has 
otherwise  become  available  to  me,  I 
have  reexamined  my  determinations 
regarding  Chrysler’s  waiver  requests  for 
the  four  engine  families  in  question. 


*  Section  202(b)(5)  requires  the  Administrator  to 
reach  a  separate  waiver  decision  for  each  vehicle 
model  for  which  a  manufacturer  requests  a  waiver. 
Consistent  with  published  guidelines  for  CO  waiver 
applications  (sec  43  FR  47272  (October  13, 1978)),  I 
have  defined  the  term  "vehicle  model"  to  mean 
"engine  family"  as  defined  in  40  CFR  88.077-2  and 
86.0eO-24(a)(2)  through  (a)(4)(1978).  I  have 
distinguished  between  engine  families  primarily  on 
the  basis  of  engine  displacement. 


n.  Summary  of  Decision 

I  have  decided  to  grant  waivers 
covering  1981  model  year  vehicles  of 
Chrysler’s  2,2L,  2.6L,  and  5.2L/2V  engine 
families.  I  am  denying  waivers  covering 
1982  model  year  vehicles  of  those  engine 
families  and  1981  and  1982  model  year 
vehicles  of  Chrysler’s  5.2L/EFM  family. 

I  have  reversed  my  eaiiier  decisions 
to  deny  waivers  for  Chrysler’s  2.2L,  2.6L, 
and  5.2L/2V  engine  families  because  of 
the  risk  which  newly-available 
information  indicates  that  Chrysler  and 
the  public  will  face  of  incurring  severe 
adverse  economic  repercussions  if  I 
were  to  make  an  incorrect  projection 
regarding  the  availability  of  effective 
control  technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  fuel  economy,  to 
enable  these  three  engine  families  to 
meet  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard. 
Specifically,  the  new  information 
indicates  that  because  of  Chrysler’s 
relatively  unstable  financial  situation, 
incorrectly  denying  waivers  for  {iny  of 
these  Chrysler  engine  families  is  more 
likely  to  cause  severe  adverse  economic 
repercussions  to  Chrysler  and  the  public 
generally  than  an  incorrect  denial  of  a 
waiver  request  from  any  other 
manufacturer. 

Moreover,  the  new  information  farther 
indicates  that  1981  model  year  vehicles 
of  these  three  engine  families  face 
potential  driveability  problems.  Given 
Chrysler’s  limited  flexibility  in  applying 
alternative  technology,  these  ciurent 
driveability  problems  might  prevent 
Chrysler  fi'om  producing  these  engine 


*44  FR  53378  (September  13. 1979).  Thic 
consolidated  decision  also  responded  to  wairer 
applications  horn  five  other  manufacturers.  I  also 
have  issued  two  other  consolidated  decisions  on 
groups  of  waiver  requests.  See  44  FR  89417 
(December  3. 1976)  and  45  FR  7122  (January  31. 

1980). 

*  These  are  the  statutory  standards  which  the  Act 
has  scheduled  to  take  effect  (absent  a  statutory 
waiver)  in  the  1961  model  year.  For  the  sake  of 
simplicity,  in  discussing  an  engine  family’s  ability  to 
meet  these  standards,  I  will  refer  to  this  set  of 
standards  by  citing  merely  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard. 

'Chrysler  has  not  requested  that  I  reconsider  my 
decision  to  deny  a  waiver  for  its  5.9L  engine  family. 

’The  transcript  of  this  hearing,  the  submissions 
from  Chrysler  supporting  its  renewed  waiver 
request  and  all  other  information  considered  as  ' 
part  of  my  fourth  consolidated  decision  on  CO 
waivers  are  included  in  EPA  Public  Docket  EN-79- 
19.  This  docket  includes  the  record  for  my  third 
consoUdated  CO  waiver  decision  and  incorporates 
by  reference  the  records  for  my  first  two 
consolidated  decisions  (EPA  Public  Dockets  EN-79- 
4  and  EN-79-17). 
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families  under  a  3.4  gpm  CO  standard  in 
the  1981  model  year  in  a  manner  that 
would  be  acceptable'to  consumers. 
Thus,  a  significant  likelihood  exists  that 
a  determination  that  effective  control 
technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  fuel  economy,  is 
available  to  any  of  these  three  engine 
families  for  the  1961  model  year  may 
prove  to  be  incorrect. 

Because  of  the  severe  adverse 
economic  consequences  which  Chrysler 
could  experience,  I  have  concluded  that 
the  potential  driveability  complications 
these  three  engine  families  might  face, 
though  perhaps  avoidable,  are  likely 
enough  to  occur  so  that  Chrysler  has 
adequately  established  that  effective 
control  technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  ^el  economy,  is  not 
available  for  these  engine  families  for 
the  1981  model  year. 

I  have  determined  that  Chrysler’s 
waiver  requests  for  these  three  engine 
families  meet  each  of  the  Act’s 
requirements  when  the  risks  of  an 
incorrect  denial  for  the  1981  model  year 
are  considered:  therefore,  I  am  granting 
waivers  to  1981  model  year  vehicles  of 
Chrysler’s  2.2L,  2.6L,  and  5.2L/2V  engine 
families.  These  risks  arising  from  the 
possibility  of  an  incorrect  denial 
diminish  considerably  for  1982  model 
ear  vehicles  of  these  engine  families 
ecause  Chrysler  will  have  added  time 
to  deal  with  both  the  ffnancial  and 
driveability  problems  it  will  be  facing  in 
the  1981  model  year.  Accordingly,  I  have 
determined  that  Chrysler  has  failed  to 
establish  that  effective  control 
technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  fuel  economy,  will  not 
be  available  to  enable  these  engine 
families  to  meet  a  3.4  gpm  CO  standard 
in  the  1982  model  year.  As  a  result,  I  am 
denying  waivers  for  1982  model  year 
vehicles  of  these  engine  families. 

In  addition,  I  am  denying  Chrysler's 
request  for  a  waiver  for  its  5.2L/EFM 
engine  family  for  both  the  1981  and  1982 
model  years.  I  have  concluded  that  the 
risk  of  an  incorrect  determination 
concerning  the  availability  of  effective 
control  technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  fuel  economy,  is  much 
less  for  these  vehicles  because  Chrysler 
has  failed  to  establish  that  the  5.2L/EFM 
engine  family  is  at  all  likely  to  face  cost, 
driveability,  or  fuel  economy  problems 
in  meeting  a  3.4  gpm  CO  standard.  The 
record  includes  information 


demonstrating  that  this  engine  family  is 
capable  of  meeting  a  3.4  gpm  CO 
standard  with  what  Chrysler  considers 
to  be  marketable  driveability  in  the  1981 
model  year;  thus  risk  considerations  do 
not  prevent  me  from  determining  that 
Chrysler’s  waiver  request  for  this  engine 
family  does  not  meet  the  requirements 
of  section  202(b](5Kiii)  of  the  Act  and 
consequently  from  denying  any  waiver 
for  this  engine  family. 

in.  Discussion 

A.  New  Information  Relating  to 
Chrysler’s  Waiver  Requests 

Since  I  announced  my  ffrst 
consolidated  CO  waiver  decision,  which 
in  part  denied  waivers  for  the  four 
Chrysler  engine  families  at  issue  here,  a 
considerable  amount  of  new  information 
has  become  available  to  me  regarding 
Chrysler’s  relatively  precarious  ffnancial 
situation.  Specifically,  the  record  I  have 
'  considered  in  evaluating  Chrysler’s 
renewed  requests  for  waivers  covering 
these  engine  families  includes  new 
information  regarding  the  severe  losses 
Chrysler  sustained  during  the  latter  part 
of  1979  and  the  heightened  risks 
Chrysler  is  facing  in  maintaining  a 
viable,  competitive  position  in  the  U.S. 
automobile  market.* 

In  addition,  new  information  has 
become  available  regarding  the 
capability  of  these  four  engine  families 
to  incorporate  effective  control 
technology  to  meet  a  3.4  gpm  CO 
standard  by  the  1981  model  year, 
considering  costs,  driveability,  and  fuel 
economy.  Speciff  cally,  Chrysler  has 
virtually  completed  emissions  testing  on 
1981  model  year  certification  durability 
vehicles  from  these  four  engine 
families.*  From  these  tests,  Chrysler  has 
developed  deterioration  factors 
applicable  to  each  of  these  engine 
families.** Chrysler  also  has  submitted 
driveability  data  on  vehicles  of  these 
engine  families,  including  composite 
driveability  projections  from  pre* 
certification  development  vehicles  from 
these  engine  familes.**  Chrysler  stated 
that  these  driveability  projections  are 


*See  Section  III.B.l.a.  for  a  fuller  discussion  of 
this  new  information. 

*EPA  issues  certificates  of  conformity  to  cover 
motor  vehicles  which  have  demonstrated  the 
capability  to  meet  the  requirements  of  regulations 
prescribed  under  section  202  of  the  Act,  including 
the  Federal  emission  standards.  See  40  CFR  86.079- 


commensurate  with  the  “calibrations" 
which  Chrysler  expects  to  use  on 
production  vehicles  of  these  engine 
families  to  optimize  their  respective 
driveability  and  fuel  economy 
capabilities  while  still  providing 
assurance  that  they  will  meet  Federal 
emission  requirements  in  light  of  the 
deterioration  factors  applicable  to  these 
families.** 

Chrysler  also  has  advanced  several 
challenges  to  the  technological  and  legal 
bases  of  my  earlier  decisions  to  deny 
waivers  for  these  engine  families.** 
Although  the  new  bases  for  my 
decisions  here  obviate  the  need  for  me 
to  respond  directly  to  many  of  these 
challenges,  I  have  addressed  those 
contentions  which  still  might  affect  my 
new  consolidated  decision. 

B.  Waiver  Requests  Granted 

1.  Assessing  Chrysler’s  Risks.  In 
International  Harvester  Co.  v. 
Ruckelshaus,  **  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  reviewed  the  decision  of 
EPA’s  Administrator  to  deny  a  set  of 
applications  for  a  one-year  suspension 
of  the  statutory  1975  model  year  light- 
duty  motor  vehicle  emission  standards, 
which  included  the  3.4  gpm  CO 
standard.  'The  statutory  criteria  for  the 
decision  at  that  time  were  substantially 
similar  to  the  criteria  now  provided  in 
section  202(b)(5)(C)  of  the  Act** 


so  (1978).  In  order  to  determine  conformity  with 
Federal  emission  standards,  EPA  requires  emissions 
testing  of  a  prototype  "durability  vehicle"  while  that 
vehicle  accumulates  50,000  miles.  40  CFR  86.080- 
26(a)(4)(1978). 

''Deterioration  factors  for  an  engine  family 
proiect  the  rates  at  which  emision  levels  of  each 
pollutant  tvill  increase  while  a  vehicle  from  that 
engine  family  initially  accumulates  50,000  miles.  See 
40  CFR  88.070-28(a)(4)(i)(B](1978). 

"Chrysler’s  2/11/80  submission. 

"See  Chrysler’s  1/30/80  and  2/11/80  submissions 
and  transcript  from  November  5, 1979  Hearings,  pp. 
179, 182.  'These  "calibrations"  must  include  engine 
parameter  settings  which  enable  the  low-mileage 
"emission  data"  vehicles  to  achieve  emission  levels 
which,  when  multiplied  by  the  applicable 
deterioration  factor,  still  meet  Federal  emission 
standards  in  order  for  the  engine  family  represented 
by  these  vehicles  to  receive  a  certificate  of 
conformity.  See  40  CFR  86.079-28  (1978). 

"See  Chrysler’s  10/16/79  submission. 

"478  F.  2d  615  (D.C  Cir.  1974). 

"The  version  of  the  Act  in  effect  at  that  time  did 
not  explicitly  require  the  Administrator  to  assess 
the  effect  of  the  suspension  on  public  health  or  to 
take  into  consideration  costs,  ^veability,  and  fuel 
economy  in  evaluating  available  technology. 

Footnotes  continued  on  next  page 
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Among  other  things,  the  court  stated 
that  in  deciding  on  a  suspension  request 
the  Administrator  should  balance  the  . 
risk  associated  with  erroneously 
denying  the  suspension  requests  against 
the  rislu  of  erroneously  denying  a 
suspension  request  based  on  an 
erroneous  conclusion  that  effective 
control  technology  is  available.  The 
court  indicated  that  the  risk  balance 
should  take  into  account  the  economic 
costs  (such  as  the  impacts  on  jobs  and 
the  economy)  possibly  associated  with 
an  erroenous  denial  **  versus  the 
possible  environmental  benefits  lost 
through  an  erroneous  grant  (as 
addressed  in  section  below). 

Under  the  current  section  202(b)(5)  of 
the  Act,  the  gravity  of  the  economic 
risks  which  both  a  waiver  applicant  and 
the  public  face  fi'om  the  possibility  of  an 
erroneous  denial  depends  on  the 
following  two  factors:  (1)  The  severity  of 
the  adverse  economic  consequences 
which  could  occur  as  the  res^t  of  an 
erroneous  denial  and  (2)  the  likelihood 
that  the  denial,  in  fact  will  turn  out  to 
be  ill-founded.** My  first  consolidated 
CO  waiver  decision  assessed  the  risks 
associated  with  Chrysler’s  waiver 
requests.  The  information  in  the  record 
for  that  decision  did  not  give  me  a  basis 
for  concluding  that  the  risk  of  an 
erroneous  waiver  denial  for  any  of  the 
engine  families  now  at  issue  here  was 
substantial  enough  to  merit  my  granting 
the  waiver  to  avoid  that  risk.** 
a.  Potential  Adverse  Economic 
Consequences  of  Erroneously 
Determining  That  Effective  Control 
Technology  Is  Available  for  Chrysler’a 
Engine  Families.  New  information 
which  has  become  available  to  me  since 
my  earlier  decision  to  deny  waivers  to 
the  four  Chrysler  engine  families 
indicates  that  both  Chrysler  and  the 
public  could  incur  severe  adverse 
economic  consequences  under  this 
consolidated  decision  if  I  were  to 

Footnotes  continued  from  last  page 
Moreover,  Uwt  version  required  the  Administrator 
to  make  a  separate  suspension  decision  for  each 
applicant  manufacturer,  rather  than  to  make 
decisions  on  a  model-by-model  basis  as  the  current 
section  202(bM5)  requires.  See  Clean  Air 
Amendments  of  1870,  Pub.  L.  81-604,  section  6, 81 
StaL  489  (1870)  (current  version  at  42  U.S.C  7521). 

'*These  impairs  could  arise  under  a  denial  based 
on  an  errooeous  conclusion  that  effective  control 
technology  is  available,  because  a  manufacturer  in 
fact  would  not  be  able  to  produce  vehicles  meeting 
Federal  emission  requirements  and  therefore  could 
lose  a  substantial  portion  (if  not  all)  of  its  sales. 

’’Cf.  Ethyl  Corp-  v.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  541 F.  2d  1, 18  (D.C  Cir.  1976)  (stating  that 
the  Administrator’s  finding  under  section  211  of  the 
Act  that  lead  particulates  "will  endanger  the  public 
health  and  welfare”  is  composed  of  reciprocal 
elements  of  probability  and  severity). 

**See  my  discussion  of  International  Harvester 
and  the  accompanying  risk  assessment  at  44  FR 
53388  (September  13. 1979). 


erroneously  deny  a  waiver  for  any  of 
these  engine  families,  thereby 
effectively  precluding  Chrysler  from 
marketing  Uiese  vehicles.  Chrysler 
reported  a  $460.6  million  loss  for  the 
third  quarter  of  1979,  and  projected  a 
total  loss  of  $1,073  billion  for  1979.** 
Indeed,  Chryslm^s  economic  problems 
have  been  so  severe  that  Congress  has 
enacted  special  legislation  to  provide 
Chrysler  with  near-term  financial 
assistance  in  the  form  of  loan 
guarantees.** 

Chrysler  will  be  able  to  benefit  from 
this  financial  assistance  and  the 
advantages  it  has  received  relative  to 
other  major  domestic  manufacttu^rs  in 
renegotiating  its  contract  with  the 
United  Auto  Workers  labor  union.** 
Nevertheless,  while  an  erroneous  denial 
of  any  Chrysler  waiver  request  would 
not  automatically  force  Cluysler  out  of 
business,  it  still  could  pose  an  especially 
significant  risk  to  Chrysler’s  continued 
viability.  Chrysler’s  inability  to  market 
any  engine  fajmily  for  which  I 
erroneously  denied  a  waiver  could  have 
a  significant  impact  on  Chrysler’s  cash¬ 
flow  situation.**  Indeed,  the  presence  of 
this  risk  could  impede  Chrysler’s  efforts 
toward  obtaining  the  private  financing  it 
needs  to  continue  in  operation. 

The  severe  economic  repercussions 
which  Chrysler  could  incur  in  turn 
present  significant  ramifications  for  the 
general  public.  If  Chrysler  were  unable 
to  market  one  or  more  of  its  engine 
families  as  planned  for  the  1981  model 
year,  Chrysler  could  experience  a 
significant  threat  to  its  continued 
viability.  In  that  event,  the  Federal 
government  could  be  liable  (for  up  to 
$1.5  billion)  for  any  loan  guarantees  it 
issues  on  behalf  of  Chrysler.  Overall,  a 
Chrysler  shutdown  could  cost  the 
Federal  government  alone  at  least  $2.75 
billion  in  loss  of  revenues, 
unemployment  claims,  welfare  costs, 
and  other  expenses.**  Unemployment 
among  Chrysler’s  employees,  dealers, 
and  suppliers  could  increase  by  75,0000 
to  100,000,  and  would  have  a 
particularly  serious  impact  on  specific 
regions  of  the  country.**  Competition  in 

<*&  REP.  NO.  463, 96th  Cong.,  Ist  Seas.  6-7  (1979). 
Chryaler  recently  reported  a  $1.1  billion  loss  for 
1979.  Washington  Poet,  February  8, 1980,  at  E-1,  coL 
1. 

**  Chrysler  Corporation  Loan  Guarantee  Act  of 
1979,  Pub.  L  No.  96-186, 93  StaL  1324  (1980). 

*>  S.  REP.  NO.  463, 96th  Cong.,  IsL  Sees.  7  (1979). 
**See  Transcript  of  11/5/79  Hearings,  at  184-185 
(where  Chrysler  discussed  the  problems  it  could 
face  because  of  an  erroneous  denial).  See  also  THE 
WASHINGTON  POST.  February  &  1980,  at  E-l, 

CoL  1:  THE  WALL  STREET  JOURNAL,  September 
4. 1979,  TIME.  July  16, 1979,  at  55;  AUTOMOTIVE 
NEWS.  July  2. 1979,  at  1.  CoL  4. 

REP.  No.  463, 9eth  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  8  (1979). 
**Id.  at  8-8. 


the  domestic  automobile  industry  could 
suffer  significantly,**  as  could  diversity 
in  the  domestic  m^et.**  Assuming  that 
other  domestic  manufacturers  are 
unable  to  assume  the  market  share 
vacated  by  Chrysler,**  the  United  States' 
balance  of  payments  could  incur  an 
annual  $3  billion  penalty  through 
increased  automobile  impcvts, 
particularly  in  the  small  car  market.** 
Finally.  Chiysler  might  be  unable  to 
cover  up  to  $1.1  billion  is  unfunded 
pension  liability  which  would  have  to  be 
assiuned  by  the  Pension  Benefit 
Guaranty  Corporation.** 

Of  course,  it  is  impossible  to  project 
with  precision  the  extent  to  which  any 
or  all  of  these  adverse  effects  are  likely 
to  occur  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous 
waiver  denial  for  one  or  more  of  the 
Chrysler  engine  families  at  issue  here. 
Nevertheless,  on  the  basis  of  the 
foregoing  information  regarding 
Chrysler’s  tenuous  financial  position,  I 
have  concluded  that  there  is  a 
significant  risk  that  an  erroneous  denial 
for  any  of  these  Chrysler  families  would 
in  turn  produce  some  adverse  economic 
consequences  for  Chrysler  and  the 
public  and  that  those  consequences 
would  be  severe.  No  other  information 
available  to  me  indicates  that  the  effect 
of  an  erroneous  waiver  denial  for  any 
other  manufacturer  is  likely  to  be  as 
sever  either  for  the  manufacturer 
involved  or  for  the  public  generally. 

b.  Likelihood  of  Erroneously 
Determining  that  Effective  Control 
Technology  Is  Available  for  Chrysler’s 
Engine  Families.  By  themselves,  the 
sever  adverse  economic  consequences 
for  Chrysler,  and  ultimately  for  the 
public,  which  could  result  frrom  a  waiver 
denial  based  on  an  erroneous 
determination  do  no  necessarily  mean 
that  I  must  find  that  the  requisite 
technology  is  not  available.  Before  I 
reach  that  finding  for  a  given  Chrysler 
engine  family.  I  need  to  assess  the 
likelihood  that  a  determination  that 
effective  control  technology  is  available, 
considering  costs,  driveability,  and  fuel 
economy,  might  be  incorrect.  The  more 
severe  the  potential  adverse  economic 
consequences  would  be  from  an 
erroneous  denial,  the  lower  the 

»Id.  at  9. 

**  Chrysler  is  one  of  only  three  manufacturers 
(besides  General  Motors  and  Ford)  which  markets  a 
full  line  of  automobiles.  Chrysler  vehicle  sales 
constitute  approximately  10%  of  the  domestic 
automobile  market  Id.  at  6-7 

It  is  at  best  uncertain  that  other  domestic 
manufacturers  can  fill  the  market  share  vacated  by 
Chrysler,  especially  in  the  area  of  smaller  cars.  See 
id.  at  9;  44  FR  53382,  n.65  (September  13, 1979) 

(citing  testimony  from  Ford  Motor  Company). 

**S.  REP.  NO.  463, 96th  Cong..  1st  Sess.  9  (1979). 
*HJL  REP.  NO.  690, 96th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  10 
(1979). 
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likelihood  needs  to  be  that  the  denial 
might  be  erroneous  in  order  for  me  to 
determine  that  such  effective  control 
technology  is  not  available. ’‘'Because  of 
the  relative  severity  of  the  economic 
consequences  which  may  occur  as  the 
result  of  an  erroneous  denial  of  a 
Chrysler  waiver  request,  the  less  likely 
it  has  to  be  that  a  determination  that 
such  effective  control  technology  is 
available  for  a  given  Chrysler  engine 
family  might  be  incorrect. 

Each  of  the  four  Chrysler  engine 
families  for  which  waiver  requests  are 
pending  have  passed  durability  vehicle 
certiffcation  testing  under  the  emission 
standards  currently  scheduled  for  the 
1981  model  year,  llie  certification  tests 
results  for  each  engine  family  are 
included  in  Appendix  A  to  this 
consolidated  decision. 

These  test  results  clearly  indicate  that 
effective  control  technology  is  available 


to  enable  these  engine  families  to  certify 
to  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard.**  Moreover, 
Chrysler  has  not  raised  any  new  facts  or 
evidence  establishing  that  these  engine 
families  will  not  be  able  to  comply  with 
other  emission-related  requirements 
should  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard  still 
take  effect  in  the  1981  model  year.** 
Section  202(b)(5)(C)(iii}  of  Uie  Act 
requires  that  I  consider  costs, 
driveability,  and  fuel  economy  before 
reaching  my  ultimate  determination  on 
availability  of  effective  control 
technology  to  meet  a  3.4  gpm  CO 
standard.  Chrysler  has  submitted  the 
following  “composite”  driveability  data 
derived  from  development  vehicles  of 
the  engine  families  in  question 
commensurate  with  the  calibrations 
Chrysler  expects  those  engine  families 
most  likely  will  use  in  production  to 
meet  the  3.4  standard  while  optimizing 
fuel  economy  and  driveability: 


TaM*  y.—DriveabUHy  Rating  Pro/ections  for  Chryster’a  £nghie  Families  ** 


Engtoe  (amiy 

Profected 

Typical  deterioration  factors 

Chrysler's 

quailtativa 

evaluation 

(oold/hc^ 

HC 

OO 

NC^ 

5.2L-EFM  _  . . . 

7/7 

1.1 

1.5 

1.5 

Acceptable. 

Not  acceptable. 

eTl.-TV  ,  . . . . , . 

s/s 

13 

1.6 

1.0 

. 

4.5/S 

1.7 

1.4 

1.3 

Not  acceptable. 

4.5/9 

1.7 

1.4 

13 

Not  acceptable. 

6/e 

1.7 

0.9 

1.1 

Not  acceptable. 

"This  table  ie  excerpted  from  Ch(yaler*s  2/11/80  submleolon. 

''Clwy^ler  assigne  diiveaUMy  ratinge  to  vehidea  on  a  acale  of  one  (unrefiable)  to  ten  (eHceNent).  See  Clwyaler*a  7/3/79 
appHcatioa  Vol.  1,  Sec.  V,  page  0-33.  Ctwyaler  oonaidera  a  7  rating  to  be  deairable,  a  6  to  be  oommerdaL  and  a  5  to  be 
marginal.  Tranacripl  frttm  7/10/79  Hearinga  at  74-75. 


These  data  indicate  that  Chrysler  has 
not  yet  achieved  driveability  levels  for 
production  vehicles  of  its  2.2L,  2.6L„  and 
5.2L/2V  engine  families  which  it 
believes  would  be  marketable  in 
conjunction  with  a  3.4  gpm  CO  standard. 

These  data  alone,  however,  do  not 
conclusively  establish  the  unavailability 
of  technology,  considering  costs, 


•“See  n.  17,  aupra. 

•’Now  that  Chrysler  has  completed  durability 
teating  on  certiflcation  vehicles  for  each  of  these 
engine  families  which  have  deomonstrated 
compliance  with  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard,  the  only 
major  testing  requirement  Chrysler  needs  to  perform 
to  obtain  certificates  of  conformity  for  these 
families  is  to  test  “emission-data"  vehicles  of  these 
families  at  low  mileage.  See  40  CFR  66.079-26 
(1976).  These  emission  data  vehicles  will  employ  the 
calibration  a  manufacturer  plans  to  use  on 
production  vehicles  of  these  engine  families.  After 
its  vehicles  pass  durability  certiRcation  testing,  a 
manufacturer  is  virtually  assured  that  calibrations 
exist  to  enable  its  emission  data  vehicles  to 
complete  the  remaining  position  of  certification 


driveability,  and  fuel  economy,  for  these 
three  Chrysler  engine  families.  Chrysler 
still  has  several  months  before  the 
beginning  of  the  1981  model  year  to 
develop  calibrations  for  these  families 
to  improve  driveability  under  a  3.4  gpm 
CO  standard.  Moreover,  Chrysler  could 
elect  to  begin  1981  model  year 
production  of  these  engine  families  and 


testing.  Chrysler's  plans  for  completing  certification 
are  contained  in  Chrysler's  plans  for  completing 
certification  are  contained  in  Chrysler's  July  3, 1979, 
Application,  Vol.  I,  Sea  5,  pp.E-3  and  E-4. 

••See  the  discussion  on  this  point  in  my  first 
consolidated  waiver  decision.  44  FR  53364 
(September  13, 1979). 

••A  manufacturer  may  implement  design  changee 
on  a  certified  engine  family  after  it  has  b^un 
producing  that  engine  family  through  what  is  known 
as  the  “running  change”  process,  which  is  set  forth 
in  40  CFR  66.079-32  through  -34  (1976). 

•“Chrysler  mariceted  an  engine  family  in 
California  with  a  5.5  driveability  rating  and  worked 
on  improving  driveability  through  running  changes. 
Transcript  from  7/12/79  Hearings,  p.  76.  Ct  nola  Zft, 
supra. 


through  the  "running  change"  process  ** 
work  on  calibrations  that  possibly  might 
improve  driveability.  In  the  past, 
Chiysler  has  gone  into  production  on  an 
engine  family  with  calibrations 
producing  driveability  test  results  below 
the  level  which  Chrysler  considers 
commercial.** 

Nevertheless,  a  risk  does  exist  that 
Chrysler  will  not  be  able  to  improve  the 
driveability  of  its  2.2L,  2.6L,  and  5.2L/2V 
engine  families  to  marketable  levels 
under  a  3.4  gpm  CO  standard  by  the 
1981  model  year.  This  risk  of  not 
achieving  what  Chrysler  considers  to  be 
marketable  driveability  is  particularly 
significant  where  Chrysler  engine 
families  are  involved  because  the 
emission  control  designs  which  Chrysler 
employs  are  relatively  imsophisticated 
compared  to  the  “state  of  the  art” 
control  designs  of  many  other 
manufacturers.  This  restricts  the 
flexibility  Chrysler  has  to  deal  with  the 
driveability  problems  and  yet  still  meet 
the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard.*^  Speciffcally, 
Chrysler’s  designs  have  advanced  less 
than  other  manufacturers’  in  the 
development  of  areas  such  as  ignition 
systems,  carburetors,  exhaust  gas 
recirculation  (EGR)  systems,  and 
catalysts.  Ch^sler’s  systems  have 
particular  problems  employing 
combustion  mixtures  dilute  enough  to 
enable  its  vehicles  to  meet  emission 
standards  while  achieving  acceptable 
driveability.**  This  emission/driveability 


•“  Vehicles  with  poor  driveability  are  more  likely 
to  be  maladjusted,  often  resulting  in  higher  in-use 
emission  levels.  Motor  Vehicle  Tampering  Sutvey 
(1978),  Mobile  Source  Enforcement  Division,  EPA, 
pp.  22  and  24,  November,  1978.  Indeed,  were  1  to 
require  attainment  of  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard  by 
vehicles  which  could  attain  that  standard  only  by 
incurring  a  significant  risk  of  poor  driveability  in 
use,  maladjustments  to  these  vehicles  may  very  well 
result  in  higher  in-use  CO  emissions  than  would 
have  occurred  had  I  granted  a  waiver  of  the  3.4  gpm 
CO  standard  for  these  vehicles. 

••For  example.  General  Motors  and  Ford  utilize 
high  energy  i^tion  combustion  systems  which  can 
tolerate  higher  combustion  mixtiue  dilution  without 
incurring  significant  driveabiity  problems.  Use  of 
the  high-energy  ignition  system  permits  increased 
recirculation  of  exhaust  gas  into  the  engine's 
combustion  chambers  during  warmed-up  conditions, 
and  thus  permits  greater  control  of  NO.  emissions. 

Data  from  Chrysler  also  show  improved  emission 
performance  fi'om  the  use  of  high  energy  ignition 
systems  during  the  “hot-start”  phase  of  the  Federal 
Test  Procedure  (FTP)  for  measuring  vehicle 
emissions.  (See  Chrysler's  7/3/79  Application, 
Appendix  Ill,  data  on  research  development  vehicle 
536.  The  hot-start  tests  are  conducted  on  a  warmed- 
Footnotes  continued  on  next  page 
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tradeoff  problem  assumes  greater 
significance  during  the  “cold-start” 
phase  of  the  Federal  Test  Procedure 
(FTP).**  Other  manufacturers  have  been 
abla  to  develop  methods  to  reduce  or 
eliminate  these  tradeoff  problems.** 
Chrysler  has  accomplished  some 
development  on  improvements  for  this 
problem,  but  it  is  not  ready  to  implement 
them  across-the-board  in  production  at 
this  time.*'  Under  a  less  stringent  CO 
standard.  Chrysler  could  calibrate  its 
carburetors  for  a  richer  air/fuel  ratio  to 
produce  a  less  dilute  combustion 
mixture  and  thereby  achieve  better 
driveability. 

In  addition,  Chrysler  typically  cannot 
achieve  as  much  control  of  its 
carburetors'  air /fuel  ratios  as  can  other 
manufacturers.**  Thus,  Chrysler  vehicles 
will  sacrifice  some  HC  and  CO  control 
at  times  and  some  NOx  control  at  other 
times  depending  upon  how  its 
carburetors  deviate  from  optimum 
operation. 

To  achieve  required  degrees  of 
emissions  reduction.  Chrysler  has 
chosen  to  employ  very  large  catalysts 
relative  to  the  sizes  employed  by  other 
manufacturers  rather  than  employ 
smaller  catalysts  with  a  higher  rhodium 
content  and/or  increased  substrate  cell 
density.**  Chrysler  may  not  have  the 
design,  manufacturing,  and  vendor 
capabilities  to  optimize  its  catalyst 
packages  quickly. 

Chrysler  could  improve  the 
driveability  of  vehicles  using  these 
systems  at  the  expense  of  some  CO 
emission  control.  For  the  three  Chrysler 
engine  families  which  might  be  unable 
to  attain  marketable  driveability  levels 
under  a  3.4  gpm  CO  standards,  waiving 


Footnotes  continued  from  last  page 
up  engine.  See  40  CFR  Part  86,  Subpart  B  (1978).) 
liiese  systems  roost  likely  could  achieve  even 
greater  emissions  reduction  over  the  full  FTP  test. 
Chrysler  has  not  developed  this  type  of  system  yet. 
and  is  not  likely  to  be  able  to  develop  it  within 
available  lead  time. 

**  A  portion  of  the  FTP  for  measuring  emissions 
calls  for  testing  a  vehicle  which  is  started  after 
standing  under  controlled  conditions  with  the 
engine  turned  off  for  12-36  hours.  See  40  CFR  Part 
86.  Subpart  B  (1978). 

**  Specifically,  high  energy  ignition  systems 
permit  General  Motors  and  Ford  to  employ  more 
dilute  cold-start  combustion  mixtures  and  thereby 
achieve  reduced  CO  emissions  levels  without 
incurring  significant  driveability  problems.  General 
Motors  also  has  developed  early  fuel  evaporation 
(EFE)  systems  to  reduce  cold-start  CO  emissions 
without  sacrificing  driveability.  Other 
manufacturers  have  developed  throttle-body 
injection  or  multiple-point  foel  injection  to  help 
improve  fuel  metering. 

See  Chrysler’s  7/3/79  Application,  Vol.  I.  Sec. 
V,  at  C-1  to  C-6. 

^See,  e.g.,  Chrysler’s  7/3/79  Application,  Vol.  1, 
Sec.  V,  at  C-S  and  C-6;  Transcript  of  7/10/79 
Hearing  at  76. 

"Various  submissions  to  the  record  fit>m  other 
manufacturers  support  this  conclusion. 


the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard  would  permit 
Chrysler  greater  design  flexibility  to 
develop  calibrations  producing  better 
driveability,  thereby  reducing  the  risk 
that  Chrysler  would  be  unable  to  market 
competitvely  those  three  families. 

As  a  result  of  the  driveability 
problems  Chrysler  has  experienced  in 
developing  its  2.2L,  2.6L,  and  5.2L/2V 
engines  to  meet  the  3.4  gpm  CO 
standard,  and  as  a  result  of  the  limited 
technological  flexibility  Chrysler  has  to 
remedy  its  driveability  problems  while 
maintaining  required  emission  levels, 
the  potential  exists  that  Chrysler  will 
not  be  able  to  produce  these  families 
with  both  acceptable  emissions  and 
marketable  driveability.  This  possibility 
alone  does  not  provide  a  basis  for  my 
determining  that  Chrysler  has 
established  that  effective  control 
technology  is  not  available,  considering 
costs,  driveability  and  fuel  economy. 
Available  information  also  indicates, 
however,  that  severe  economic  costs 
could  arise  as  a  result  of  an  erroneous 
determination  for  any  Chrysler  engine 
family  on  the  available  technology 
criterion.**!  have  determined,  therefore, 
that  given  the  risks  presented  from  the 
possibility  of  erroneous  waiver  denials 
for  any  of  these  three  engine  families, 
when  weighed  against  the 
environmental  beneflts  which  waiver 
denials  for  any  of  those  families  would 
achieve,**  Chiysler  has  met  its  binden  of 
proof  in  establishing  that  effective 
control  technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  friel  economy,  is  not 
available  for  these  families  in  the  1981 
model  year. 

2.  The  Act’s  Remaining  Waiver 
Criteria.  Chrysler’s  waiver  requests  for 
these  three  engine  families  also  meet  the 
other  statutory  criteria  for  receiving 
waivers  for  the  1981  model  year.  Review 
of  studies  and  investigations  of  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  (NAS) 
and  other  information  available  to  me 
does  not  give  me  a  basis  for  altering  my 
assessment  of  the  risks  requiring  me  to 
determine  that  Chrysler  has  sufflciently 
established  the  technological 
infeasibility  of  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard 
in  the  1981  model  year  for  these  three 
engine  families.** 

detection  of  the  public  health  does 
not  require  attainment  of  the  3.4  gpm  CO 


"The  dscision  addrtMes  this  point  in  section 
III.B.l.a..  supra. 

"See  Section  IIl.b.l..  supra,  and  n.  61,  infra 
(discussing  the  effects  on  public  health  of  granting 
one-year  waivers  for  these  engine  families). 

"The  conclusions  I  reached  regarding  section 
202(b)(5)(C)(iv)  of  the  Act  in  cases  where  I  granted 
waivers  in  the  first  consolidated  CO  waiver 
decision  still  apply  in  this  decision  for  Chrysler's 
renewed  waiver  requests  for  1981  model  year 
vehicles  of  these  three  engine  families.  44  FR  53361 
(September  13, 1979). 


Standard  in  the  1981  model  year  by 
these  three  engine  families.**  Granting 
waivers  for  these  three  families  for  the 
1981  model  year  raises  the  number  of 
vehicles  covered  by  CO  waivers  to 
approximately  20%  of  total  projected 
light-duty  vehicle  U.S.  sales.  The  sum  of 
the  incremental  contributions  to  ambient 
CO  levels  from  that  portion  of  the 
vehicle  population  is  still  so  small  as  to 
be  insigniflcant  in  its  effect  on  public 
health. 

My  assessment  of  the  risks  associated 
with  erroneous  waiver  denials  indicate 
the  public  interest  considerations  at 
stake  in  my  waiver  decisions  on  these 
three  engine  families.  I  have  determined 
that  the  adverse  economic  consequences 
that  could  occur  due  to  the  real 
possibility  that  a  denial  of  a  waiver 
request  for  any  of  these  three  engine 
families  might  be  incorrect  make  it 
essential  to  the  public  interest  that  I 
grant  these  waivers. 

All  information  contained  in  the 
record  which  relates  to  the  good  faith 
criterion  tends  to  support  a  finding 
confirming  Chrysler’s  good  faith 
efforts.**!  have  determined,  therefore, 
that  Chrysler  also  has  satisfied  the 
statutory  good  faith  criterion  with 
respect  to  these  three  engine  families. 

Because  Chrysler’s  waiver  requests 
for  its  1081  model  year  2.2L,  2.6L,  and 
5.2L/2V  engine  families  meet  each  of  the 
Act’s  requirements, !  am  granting  one- 
year  waivers  of  the  3.4  gpm  CO 
standard  for  these  three  engine  families. 

C.  Waiver  Requests  Denied  1. 
Chrysler’s  2.2L,  2.6L,  and5.2L/2V 
Engine  Families  in  the  1982  Model  Year. 
Severe  adverse  economic  consequences 
still  could  occur  were !  to  deny  waivers 
erroneously  for  these  three  engine 
families  for  the  1982  model  year.**!  have 
concluded,  however,  that  the  likelihood 
is  minimal  that  a  determination  that  the 
3.4  gpm  CO  standard  is  technologically 
feasible  for  these  three  families  for  the 
1982  model  year,  even  considering 
driveability,  would  be  incorrect. 

For  the  1982  model  year,  Chrysler  will 
have  an  additional  year  of  lead  time  to 
remedy  any  driveability  problems  which 
still  might  exist  for  these  engine 
families,  which  already  have 


"See  discussions  on  public  health  for  engine 
families  receiving  waivers  in  the  three  earlier 
consolidated  CO  waiver  decisions.  45  FR  7126 
(January  31. 1980),  44  FR  69423-69424  (December  3, 

1979) ,  and  44  FR  53381-53382  (September  13, 1979). 
"The  reasoning  behind  my  determination  on  the 

good  faith  criterion  for  engine  families  receiving 
waivers  is  set  forth  in  my  earlier  three  CO  waiver 
consolidated  decisions.  45  FR  7127  (January  31, 

1980) ,  44  FR  69424-69425  (December  3, 1979);  44  FR 
53383  (September  13. 1979). 

"See  the  earlier  discussion  in  this  decision  on  the 
adverse  economic  consequences  Chrysler  and  the 
public  might  face  as  the  result  of  an  erroneous 
denial.  Section  III.B.l.a.,  supra. 
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demonstrated  their  capability  to  certify 
to  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard.  The  recent 
technological  exchange  agreement 
between  GM  and  Ch^sler,  which  was 
intended  in  part  to  help  Chrysler  meet 
the  emission  standards  scheduled  for 
the  1981  model  year,  could  provide 
Cluysler  with  the  capability  of 
overcoming  any  driveability  problems 
these  engine  families  might  still  be 
tncuning,  as  could  further  development 
on  the  technology  Chrysler  already 
employs  for  these  families. 

No  ^formation  in  the  record  from 
Chrysler  or  any  other  soiuxe  establishes 
that  any  driveability  problems  which 
might  exist  for  these  engine  families  in 
the  1981  model  year  under  the  3.4  gpm 
CO  standard  necessarily  will  still 
prevent  Chrysler  from  competitively 
marketing  these  families  in  the  1982 
model  year.  In  addition,  no  new 
information  has  become  available  to  ms 
which  gives  me  a  basis  for  altering  my 
determinations  that  the  costs  associated 
with  meeting  die  more  stringent  3.4  gpm 
CO  standard  do  not  present  a  significnt 
risk  that  Chrysler  will  be  unable  to 
market  these  engine  families  in  the  1982 
model  year.** 

Chrysler  has  submitted  information  on 
its  2.2L  engine  family  indicating  that  the 
2.2L  family  was  experiencing  problems 
attaining  hiel  economy  levels  which 
Chrysler  deems  to  be  necessary  to 
permit  it  to  meet  Federal  fuel  economy 
requirement.**  Chrysler  also  stated  that 
it  “anticipated”  a  i^el  economy  penalty 
of  0.5-1.0  miles  per  gallon  compared  to 
its  target  values  **  for  vehicles  of  these 
three  engine  families  achieving  the 
driveability  levels  listed  in  Table  1 
under  a  3.4  gpm  CO  standard.**  As  was 
the  case  with  Chrysler’s  driveability 
problems,  however,  the  record  includes 
no  information  which  establishes  that 
these  fuel  economy  concerns  will 
prevent  Chrysler  from  marketing  this 
family  in  the  1982  model  year.**  Should 
Chrysler,  after  employing  all  good  faith 
efforts  to  rectify  the  driveability  risks  it 


**In  my  first  consolidated  CO  waiver  decision,  I 
addressed  the  cost  considerations  associated  with 
the  Chrysler  waiver  requests  which  I  have  denied 
44  FR  53365,  53400  (September  13. 1979). 

*’  Chrysler’s  11/19/79  submission,  p.  1. 

'*ChrysIer's  target  values  are  the  fuel  economy 
levels  it  feels  its  vehicles  must  achieve  in  order  to 
avoid  “serious”  problems  on  meeting  market 
demand.  Chrysler’s  1/30/80  submission. 

**  Chrysler’s  1/30/80  submission. 

**In  my  Brst  consolidated  CO  waiver  dedsioa  I 
addressed  the  fuel  economy  considerations 
associated  with  the  Chrysler  waiver  requests  which 
I  have  denied  44  FR  53366,  53402  (September  13, 
1979).  Chrysler  provided  no  information  explaining 
the  basis  for  its  projected  fuel  economy  penalty,  the 
probability  that  such  a  penalty  would  occur,  or  the 
reasons  why  the  penalty  would  prevent  Chrysler 
from  attaining  Federal  ^el  economy  requirements 
or  meeting  market  demand. 


now  faces  under  die  3.4  gpm  CO 
standard  and  after  attempting  to 
improve  its  relatively  precarious 
financial  condition,  still  be  unable  to 
reduce  these  problems  sufficiently 
within  the  lead  time  available  for  the 
1982  model  year,  it  will  have  time  to 
reapply  for  waivers  for  these  engine 
families. 

As  a  result,  1  have  determined  that 
Chrysler  has  not  met  its  burden  or  proof 
to  establish  that  effective  control 
technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  fuel  economy,  will  not 
be  available  for  these  three  families  in 
model  year  1982.  On  the  basis  of  this 
determination,  I  am  denying  Chrysler 
the  waivers  it  has  requested  for  &e  2.2L, 
2.6L,  5.2L/2V  engine  families  for  the  1982 
model  year. 

2.  ChrysIer’M  S.2L/EFM  Engine 
Family.  Emission  test  results  from 
Chrysler’s  durability  certification 
vehicle  for  this  engine  family  establish 
.  that  this  engine  family  is  capable  of 
certifying  to  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard. 
Again,  Chrysler  has  not  provided  any 
factual  basis  for  a  finding  that  this 
engine  family  will  be  unable  to  meet  any 
other  emission-related  requirements.** 

Moreover,  the  driveability  data 
pertaining  to  Chrysler’s  5.2L/EFM 
engine  family  demonstrates  that  this 
family  can  meet  the  3.4  gpm  CO 
standard  while  retaining  the  capability 
to  meet  Chrysler’s  own  driveability  level 
targets.  For  diis  engine  family,  the  risk  is 
minimal  that  Chrysler  will  hot  be  able  to 
produce  vehicles  for  the  1981  model  year 
which  will  not  be  capable  of  achieving 
marketable  driveability  levels.  Nor  has 
Chrysler  established  that  it  is  at  all 
likely  to  incur  cost  or  fuel  economy 
penalties  in  meeting  the  tighter  3.4  gpm 
CO  standard.** 

It  may  still  be  the  case  that  an 
erroneous  waiver  denial  for  this  engine 
family  could  result  in  severe  adverse 
economic  consequences.  Because  the 
evidence  in  the  record  shows  that  the 
likelihood  of  an  erroneous  denial  for  this 
engine  family  is  minimal,  however,  1 
have  concluded  that  Quysler  has  not 
met  its  burden  of  proof  to  establish 
sufficiently  that  effective  control 
technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  fuel  economy,  will  not 
be  available  for  the  5.2L/EFM  engine 


**  See  note  24.  $upra. 

'*See  notes  SO  and  54,  supra,  and  accompanying 
text.  Chrysler  stated  it  also  anticipated  a  0.5-1.0 
miles  per  gallon  fuel  economy  penalty  relative  to  its 
target  levels  for  its  5.2L/B’M  family  at  the 
driveability  levels  listed  in  Table  1  of  Chrysler’s  1/ 
30/80  submission.  Chrysler  again  provided  no 
information  explaining  the  basis  for  its  projected 
fuel  economy  penalty,  Uie  probability  tiiat  such  a 
penalty  would  occur,  or  the  reasons  why  the  penalty 
would  prevent  Chrysler  from  attaining  Federal  fuel 
economy  requirements. 


family  by  the  1981  model  year.  A*  a  ' 
result,  I  am  denying  Chiysler’s  waiver 
request  for  this  en^e  family  few  both 
the  1981  and  1982  model  years. 

3.  Responses  to  ChrysIeFs  Challenges 
to  My  First  Consolidated  Waiver 
Decision.  Chrylser’s  latest  set  of  waiver 
submissions  includes  several  challenges 
to  my  conclusions  in  my  first 
consolidated  CO  waiver  decision 
regarding  availability  of  effective 
control  technolo^  for  the  2.2L,  2.0L 
S.2L/2V  and  5.2I7EFM  engine  families. 
Because  I  have  based  my 
determinations  in  this  consolidated 
decision  on  new  information  which  has 
become  available  since  my  first  set  of 
decisions,  many  of  Chiysler’s  challenges 
no  longer  bear  on  the  present  bases  for 
these  determinations. 

Specifically,  many  of  Chiysler’s 
contentions  address  the  bases  I  used  in 
my  first  consolidated  decision  to  project 
whether  or  not  effective  confrol 
technology  was  available  to  enable 
these  engine  families  to  certify  under  the 
3.4  gpm  CO  standard.**  The 
determinations  I  have  reached  here  no 
longer  rely  upon  projections  of 
capabilities  to  certii^  rather,  I  am 
relying  on  actual  certification  test 
results  which  conclusively  establish  the 
certification  capabilities  of  these  engine 
families. 

Cluysler  also  has  asserted  that  were 
my  waiver  decision  to  prevent  it  fit)m 
producing  its  2.2L  and  2.6L  engines,  its 
corporate  average  fuel  economy  (CAFE) 
levels  would  fall  below  the  level 
required  by  Federal  standards.**!  have 
reached  my  decisions  to  deny  waivers 
for  these  engine  families  for  the  1982 
model  year  only  after  determining  that 
available  information  does  not  establish 
a  significant  risk  that  effective  control 
technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  fuel  economy,  would 
not  be  available  for  either  of  these 
engine  families  for  the  1982  model  year. 
As  a  result,  Chrysler  has  not  met  its 
burden  of  proof  to  establish  a  significant 
risk  that  a  waiver  denial  would  prevent 
it  from  producing  either  of  these  engine 
families  and  thus  from  meeting  CAFE 
requirements. 

Chrysler  has' asserted  that  I  have  not 
adequately  considered  the  public  health 
implications  of  my  decisions  to  deny 
waivers  for  any  of  its  engine  families.** 
Specifically,  Chrysler  has  contended 
that  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard  in  effect 
for  any  engine  family  not  receiving  a 
waiver  is  not  in  any  way  required  for 
the  protection  of  public  health. 


*’See  Chrysler’t  10/16/79  submission, 
“/rf.  at  p.  A-11. 

**  Chrysler’s  10/16/79  submission,  p.  C-1. 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  45,  No.  55  /  Wednesday.  March  19,  1980  /  Notices 


17921 


As  my  earlier  CO  waiver  decisions 
explain.  Congress  did  not  intend  that  1 
reexamine  the  need  for  implementing 
the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard  which 
Congress  believed  to  be  necessary  to 
prevent  ambient  CO  levels  from 
presenting  imacceptable  public  health 
risks.*"  Rather,  the  public  health 
criterion  contained  in  the  Act  only 
directs  me  to  determine  whether 
protection  of  the  public  health  requires 
attainment  of  the  3.4  gpm  CO  standard 
by  those  families  which  I  otherwise 
have  determined  should  receive 
waivers.  I  have  applied  this  approach  in 
deciding  which  Ctuysler  engine  families 
should  receive  waivers  for  which  model 
years. 

My  earlier  consolidated  decisions 
have  considered  the  risks  which 
granting  waivers  to  any  or  all  engine 
families  presents  to  public  health.**  Even 
were  the  Act  to  require  me  to  consider 
the  need  for  a  3.4  gpm  CO  standard  to 
protect  public  health,  I  have  determined 
that  a  two-year,  industry-wide  waiver 
does  indeed  present  measurable  risks  to 
the  public  health.  *‘ The  presence  of 
these  risks  confirms  the  reasonableness 
of  Congress’  decision  to  require 
manufacturers  generally  to  achieve  the 
3.4  gpm  CO  standard  in  order  to  protect 
public  health. 

Chrysler  also  has  stated  that  my 
decision  to  deny  waivers  for  any  of  its 
engine  families  do  not  adequately 
consider  their  implications  regarding  the 
public  interest.**  My  assessment  of  the 
risks  presented  in  reaching  my  decisions 
on  Chrysler’s  waiver  requests  examines 
closely  the  public  interest 
considerations  at  stake.** 

As  a  result  of  this  examination,  I  have 
determined  that  it  is  essential  to  the 
public  interest  to  grant  waivers  for  those 
engine  families  and  those  model  years 
for  which  Chrysler  has  established  a 
signiHcant  risk  that  effective  control 
technology,  considering  costs, 
driveability,  and  fuel  economy,  might 
not  be  available.  I  have  further 
determined  that  even  if  the  Act 
otherwise  authorized  me  to  grant 
waivers  for  the  engine  families  and 
model  years  for  which  Chrysler  has 
failed  -to  establish  this  risk,  those 
waivers  would  not  be  essential  to  the 
public  interest  because  Chrysler  has 


**45  FR  7127  (January  31, 1980).  44  FR  69429 
(December  3, 1979).  44  FR  53387  (September  13, 
1979). 

*■  See  45  FR  7128  Uanuary  31. 1980).  44  FR  69423, 
89429,  89456-89462  (December  3, 1979).  44  FR  53381, 
53386,  53402-53407  (September  13, 1979). 

**45  FR  7126  (January  31, 1980).  44  FR  89429 
(December  3, 1979).  44  FR  53386-53387  (September 
13, 1979). 

**Chry8ler’8 10/16/79  lubmisRion,  p.  D-1. 

**See  the  discussion  in  sections  III.  B.  1.  and  III. 
C.  1.  and  2. 


failed  to  establish  that  it  may  not  be 
able  to  market  those  families  for  the 
public  in  those  model  years.** 

In  summary,  none  of  the  contentions 
Chrysler  has  submitted  for 
consideration  in  its  renewed  waiver 
requests  gives  me  a  basis  for  altering  my 
decisions  above  to  deny  Chrysler’s 
waiver  requests  for  1982  model  year 
vehicles  of  its  2.2L,  2.6L,  and  5.2L/2V 
engine  families  and  for  1981  and  1982 
model  year  vehicles  of  its  6.2L/EFM 
engine  family. 

IV.  Interim  CO  Exhaust  Emission 
Standards 

As  required  by  section  202(b)(5)(A)  of 
the  Act,  I  am  simultaneously 
promulgating  regulations  prescribing  an 
interim  CO  emission  standard  for  1981 
families.  For  these  three  engine  families, 
this  action  continues  in  effect  for  one 
additional  model  year  the  CO  emission 
standard  applicable  to  all  1980  model 
year  light-duty  vehicles. 

Dated:  March  11, 1980. 

Douglas  M.  CosUe, 

Administrator. 


Appendix  A 

Table  I.— 790/  Federal  Certification  Vehicles 


Family  ZM.  (BCR  2ZV2HUe).  VeMde  00  20 


Mllee 

HC 

CO 

NO. 

4776 _ 

_ 0.153 

2.80 

0.86 

9773 _ 

_ 0.127 

2.01 

0.61 

14798 _ 

_ 0.137 

2.01 

0.56 

19778 _ 

_ 0.156 

2.84 

0.56 

24781 _ 

_  0.217 

2.89 

0.67 

29844 _ 

_ 0.221 

3.81 

0.71 

29878 _ 

_  0.178 

2.78 

0.66 

34773 _ 

_ 0.164 

3.02 

0.05 

39786 _ 

_ 0.188 

2.87 

0.74 

44918 _ 

_ 0.187 

2.78 

0.74 

49761 . . . :™. 

_ 0.208 

3.30 

0.60 

4000  (CALC)  >  „„„ 

_ 0.14 

Z34 

0.61 

50000  (CALC) 

_ 0.21 

3.22 

0.69 

Deterioration  factor 

>.  1.4836 

1J775 

1.1390 

Table  ^.—1961  Federal  Certification  Vehicles 
Family  2.eL  (BCR  2.6VBJ2).  Veliicle  (X}32R 


Miles  HC  <X)  NO. 


4765 _  0.119  1.14  0.60 

0804 _  0.150  1.81  0.62 

15152 _ 0.164  2.08  0.75 

15172 _ 0.138  0.94  0.66 

20160 _  0.221  0.81  0.67 

24776 _  0.201  2.25  0.71 

30029 _  0.246  1.77  0.96 

30046 _  0.197  1.51  0.74 


**1  have  based  this  determination  on  the  same 
reasoning  that  I  used  in  my  earlier  consolidated  CO 
waiver  decisions  to  determine  that  waivers  were 
not  essential  to  the  public  interest  for  engine 
families  for  which  an  applicant  had  failed  to 
establish  that  effective  control  technology, 
considering  costs,  driveability,  and  fuel  economy, 
was  not  available.  See  45  FR  7126  (January  31, 1980); 
44  FR  69430  (December  3, 1979);  44  FR  53387 
(September  13, 1979). 


Table  II.— 799/  Federal  Certification  Vehicles— 
Coddnuod 


Famiy  2.6L  (BCR  2.6VBJ2).  Vellicto  0032R 


MNeo 

HC 

GO 

NOi 

84763 _ 

0.256 

1.97 

0.79 

39796  _ 

0.263 

2.25 

084 

44777 _ 

0.244 

1.81 

0.87 

44815 .  .  . 

0.221 

1J6 

0.79 

49777 _ _ 

0.223 

1.79 

0.81 

4000  (CALC)  - _ 

0.14 

184 

0.62 

60000  (CALC)  - _ 

0.26 

2.00 

0.87 

Delerioralion  factor  « . 

1.8815 

1.4948 

1.3961 

Table  III.— 7510/  Federal  Certification  Vehicles 
Family  Z6L  (BCR  2.6V26G8).  Vehicle  [X)34 


Miles 

HC 

CO 

NOi 

4776 _ 

0.098 

0.52 

0.59 

9618 _ 

0.128 

1.79 

0.57 

14791 _ 

0.171 

2.98 

0.58 

14809 _ 

0.186 

2.36 

0.44 

19672..  _ _ _ 

0.190 

1.73 

0.58 

25191 _ 

0811 

2.52 

0.66 

29657.  „.  _ 

0.231 

3.12 

0.66 

29681 _  _ 

0.268 

Z81 

0.65 

34829 _ 

0.197 

288 

0.70 

39842 _ 

0819 

2.02 

0.73 

44787 . . 

0.281 

3.07 

0.75 

44805 . 

0.213 

1.78 

0.66 

49792 . . . 

0874 

2.38 

0.76 

4000  (CALC)  - _ 

0.13 

1.78 

0.52 

50000  (CALQ  - _ 

0.27 

984 

0.75 

Deterioration  factor  » . 

2.1004 

1.6104 

1.4372 

Table  IV.— 7007  Federal  Certification  Vehicles 
Family  2.6L  (BCR  2.6V2BH9).  Vehicle  (X)  35 


MIee 

HC 

CO 

NO. 

4858 _ 

0.182 

1.13 

0.54 

9769 _ 

0.159 

1.01 

6.60 

14870 _ 

0.283 

282 

0.62 

14888 _ 

0.190 

1.80 

0.56 

19769 _ 

0.279 

2.48 

0.82 

24782 . 

0.190 

1.40 

0.71 

30126 . 

0.206 

1.72 

0.76 

30147 . 

0830 

1.08 

0.67 

34786 . 

0.255 

3.08 

0.05 

39785 . . 

0813 

1.49 

0.96 

44782 _ 

0.225 

2.34 

0.89 

44807 . 

0.245 

8.11 

0.95 

49647 . 

0.212 

1.07 

0.02 

4000  (CALO  = _ 

0.305 

1.60 

0.51 

50000  (CALC)  - . . 

0.235 

2.15 

0.91 

Deterioration  factor  a, . 

1.461 

1.3371 

1.7771 

Table  V.— 1981  Federal  Certification  Vehicles 


Family  2.2L  (BCR  2.2V2HJS)  Vehicle  (Xl  95 


Miles 

HC 

CO 

NO. 

4751 . . . 

.  9118 

1.50 

0.56 

10157 . . . 

.  0  .154 

2.68 

0.46 

15059....  . 

.  0.219 

2.30 

0.46 

19839 . 

......  0.182 

281 

0.51 

21242.™ 

.  0  .180 

8.97 

0.51 

24814.™ . 

.  0.215 

3.70 

0.47 

29673 . 

.  0  .166 

2.83 

0.55 

29897 . 

.  0  158 

2.18 

0.54 

34784 . 

.  0182 

1.84 

0.62 

40049 . 

.  0.230 

3.07 

0.61 

40069 . 

.  0.228 

300 

0.57 

44945„  . . 

.  0.245 

2.75 

0.51 

47099. .  . 

.  0.226 

3.00 

0.64 

4000  (CALC)  ..... 

_  0,144 

289 

0.46 

50000  (CALC)  •... 

.  0.238 

380 

0.60 

Deterioration  factor 

=  016672 

1.3976 

1.2622 

17922 
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ItUd^-^igeiFadenaCertmcaVon  VMdm  Tabto  FadmwlC9rm»llon  Vehicht 


F«nly  S^2V  (BCR  5.2V2H0q  Vahida  00  60 


Mtef 

HC 

CO 

NO. 

4769 _ 

.  0.171 

£03 

0.62 

8824_ _ 

.  ai49 

1.76 

058 

14810 _ 

.  aiTo 

2.12 

0.67 

14828 _ 

.  0.172 

2.07 

0.58 

19819 

.  0.188 

£75 

0.61 

24816 . - . 

.  0.201 

£75 

0.60 

89788. 

.  0.216 

3.15 

0.63 

29615 _ 

.  0244 

4.27 

059 

34795 _ 

.  0.236 

8.71 

0.63 

39762 - 

.  0.192 

£61  ' 

0.68 

44776 _ 

.  0.102 

£01 

0.66 

44794 _ 

.  0.234 

3.37 

0.61 

49791 _ 

.  0.211 

3.19 

0.68 

4000  (CM.C)  - _ 

.  0  .180 

£11 

0.59 

50000  (CALQ  « _ 

.  0.228 

3J5 

0.66 

OalaiforaHon  factor 

.  1.3724 

1U»66 

1.1010 

Tabte  VIL— /Mr  Federal  Cert^cation  Vehtlea 


Famly  S^ZVEFM  (BCR  5^  V9FBO)  VeNda  tX>  82 


Mies 

HC 

CO 

NOk 

4927 _ 

.  0.194 

1.14 

£70 

0792 

.  ai52 

1.14 

037 

14793 - 

.  0.182 

1.44 

0.77 

19700 _ 

.  ai73 

1.34 

0.75 

25170 — 

.  0.157 

1.45 

0.84 

30171 _ 

.  ai66 

1.42 

0.86 

30191 _ 

.  0.163 

1.15 

0.82 

34810 

.  0.182 

1B2 

0.93 

39607 _ 

.  0.156 

1.40 

0.93 

44806 

.  0.197 

£21 

0.02 

49607 _ 

,  0.197 

1.39 

0.97 

4000  (CM.Q  - _ 

0.17 

1.14 

0.67 

50000  (CALQ  - _ 

0.18 

1.73 

0.98 

06t6iioivlion  tector  « 

1.0770 

13164 

1.4580 

TaM*  ynn.—196f  Federal  Certification  Vehiclaa 

Famly  ^2L  (BCR  2^  HE9)  VeNcte  D0 17 


Mies 

HC 

CO 

NO. 

4821. 

_ 0.178 

£09 

0.55 

9810 _ 

_ 0.081 

1.48 

0.53 

14786 _ 

_  0.169 

£69 

0.58 

19609 _ 

_  0.131 

1.78 

0.57 

24786 _ 

_ 0.134 

£04 

0.50 

29600.  _ 

_ 0.106 

1.33 

0.00 

29833 _ 

_ 0.151 

237 

0.67 

31052 _ _ 

_  0.176 

2.68 

0.65 

_ 0.211 

2.51 

0.68 

39632 . 

- 0.257 

2.87 

0.81 

45169 _ 

_ 0.298 

3.32 

0.93 

45187 _ 

_  0.286 

3.09 

0.92 

4000  (CALC)  «= _ 

_ 0.091 

1.63 

'  0.44 

50000  (CACL) 

_ 0.266 

3.04 

0.88 

Deterioration  factor 

«.  2.9258 

1.8676 

1.9853 

Famly  S.2L/2V  (BCR  Si>V  sue  VaNcto  00  58 


MilM 

HC 

00 

VO, 

4788. 

_  0325 

1.02 

0.60 

9772 _  . 

_  0303 

£43 

0.36 

16106 _ 

_  0388 

£05 

0.39 

16126.„ 

_  0318 

£06 

0.45 

10601  . 

_  0322 

138 

0.34 

*** 

25132 _ 

_  0.464 

£42 

0.42 

29768 _ 

_  0335 

£15 

0.37 

29787 _ _ _ 

_  nana 

139 

036 

34807 _ 

_  0382 

3.15 

0.40 

38786 _ 

_  0375 

£12 

031 

44772. _  ™ 

_  0394 

£57 

034 

44790 _ 

_ .0398 

3.01 

0.44 

40600 . 

_  0378 

£03 

£41 

4000 (CALQ  . 

.  038 

1.85 

0.45 

50000  (CAL(9 

0345 

£99 

037 

.V.'  ■ 

Oetarioralion  (actor 

-  1.3270 

13165 

03310 

Tabto  XL— 1981  Federal  Certification  V^tides 


FamayS.2L2V(BCR5.2VHL6)VehictoD057 


Mies 

HC 

CO 

NO. 

4884 _ 

£186 

£03 

052 

.  A^ 

9760 _ 

0.105 

1.43 

£52 

14790 _ 

0306 

1.89 

0.57 

14810 _ 

0.174 

£01 

0.61 

19774 _  _ 

0317 

334 

0.56 

25158 _ 

0331 

£31 

0.48 

;  - 

30133 _  _  .. 

0316 

£12 

0.62 

30155 _ 

0.243 

1.39 

0.52 

-■ 

34769 _ 

0311 

£10 

0.60  ■ 

39793 _ 

0351 

238 

0.56 

44773 _ 

0345 

£32 

0.60 

44792 _ 

0347 

£74 

0.62 

49823 . . 

0301 

£06 

0.63 

4000  (CALC  1 _ 

£177 

£00 

0.53 

50000  (CAL(9  <■ _ 

0347 

£47 

0.61 

Deterioration  (actor  » 

1.3915 

13104 

1.598 

(FR  Doc.  80-8403  Filed  3-18-80;  (M6  am] 
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Table  IX.— /M/  Federal  Certification  VeNciee 


Famly  ZXL  (BCR  2.2V2HA5)  Vehida  D0 16 


MilM 

HC 

CO 

NO. 

4790 . . . 

0.122 

1.80 

1.13 

9792 _ _ 

£101 

1.75 

0.52 

14804 _ _ 

0.133 

2.20 

0.56 

19809 _ 

0.099 

1.42 

0.59 

24784  „  _ 

0.104 

1.58 

0.53 

29778 _ 

0.112 

1.72 

0.61 

29796 _ 

0.125 

1.95 

0.51 

34788 _ 

0.109 

130 

0.50 

39794 _ 

0.131 

1.65 

0.64 

40005. 

0.140 

1.98 

0.60 

42124- 

0.198 

£96 

0.50 

45018 _ 

0.226 

1.96 

0.94 

45974 _ : _ 

0.231 

2.32 

0.91 

4000  (CALO  » _ 

0.062 

1.62 

0.66 

50000(CALQ  - _ 

0.188 

£12 

0.66 

Oetariocation  factor  • 


2.2857 


1.3028 


0.9068 


